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Abstract 
Notwithstanding significant efforts by international aid agencies, aid 
ineffectiveness became apparent in 1990s as the impact of continued 
development intervention did not endure the expected outcomes. 
Conventional monitoring and evaluation by those agencies is critiqued 
for focusing on measuring project outcomes but giving little attention to 
aspects of the sustainability. As a result, devising a rigorous evaluation 
framework for educational development has been sought in light of 
recent paradigm shifts in international development. This paper reports 
on a case study of an Egyptian educational development project 
highlighting the importance of transforming the evaluation procedures to 
process evaluation so as to enhance project impact and longevity. This 
requires building evaluation capacity of the aid recipient country.  
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1. Introduction 
In 1990s “the one-sided transfer of knowledge and technology” from international aid 
agencies to aid recipient countries proved ineffective (Matsuoka, Murakami, Aoyama, 
Takahashi & Tanaka, 2008, p. 3). Interventions supported by those aid agencies were 
neither up-scaled nor took root in the respective communities of the recipient countries 
after project completion. To sustain the impact of reform interventions by aid agencies 
requires that project evaluation for Official Development Assistance (ODA) should be 
reinforced (Nagao, 2003). Hence, improving local capacity within the aid recipient 
country along with specific technical intervention has been highlighted as one of the 
emerging paradigms (Fukuda-Parr, Lopes, & Malik, 2002; Japan International 
Cooperation Agency [JICA], 2004; Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). Concurrent with the 
local capacity development, Result-Based Management (RBM) has been introduced to 
determine transparency between implementation and project impact (Minamoto & 
Nagao, 2006; United Nations Children's Fund [UNICEF], 2004). These paradigm shifts 
in international development accelerated a need to re-consider what constitutes an 
evaluation framework, one that can possibly assist in sustaining the impact of 
educational development (Nagao, 2003).  
 
2. The issues of monitoring and evaluation in international development  
2.1 Aid ineffectiveness and conventional monitoring and evaluation  
Aid ineffectiveness syndrome appears to be linked with efforts assigned to monitoring 
and evaluating projects. Monitoring and evaluation are designed as key components 
operating in parallel with planning and implementation (Minato, 2004). Conventional 
outcome evaluation which occurs during a project only addresses the donor agencies’ 
internal compliance requirements rather than the development of local outcomes, 
including evaluation capacity development. Aid agencies generally evaluate projects 
that do not facilitate local stakeholders’ development of their own evaluation systems. 
Evaluation approaches tend to measure short-term outputs created by intervention but 
does not consider long-term sustainability (Bamberger, 2000; Picciotto, 2003). 
Developing countries seek more substantial long-term impact including institutional 
transformation rather than short-term outputs of specific intervention activities as 
time-bound objectives of educational intervention (Nagao, 2006). Additionally, most 
interventions by international aid agencies “stop at individual skills and institution 
building… they do not consider the societal level”, which is critical for sustainability 
(Fukuda-Parr et al., 2002, p. 9). Consequently, conventional monitoring and evaluation 
neither contributes to developing local evaluation capacity and establishing an 
evaluation system in an aid recipient country, nor does the evaluation practice continue 
after the project’s completion to determine long-term sustainability (Minamoto & 
Nagao, 2006). 
 
2.2 Paradigm shifts in international development  
Paradigm shifts have occurred in international development as a result of the aid 
ineffectiveness. First, the developed countries started introducing RBM to seek more 
effective aid delivery approaches (Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). RBM is “an approach 
to improve program and management effectiveness, efficiency and accountability, and 
is oriented towards achieving results” (United Nations Population Fund [UNFPA], 
2006, p. 1). Since RBM is based on the assumption that the results are derived from a 
cause and effect relationship (UNFPA, 2006), both measuring changes from the stages 
of planning and implementation to the end and identifying the causality for managing 
change are crucial (Canadian International Development Agency [CIDA], 2000; Minato, 
2004). In order to better understand the cause and effect relationships RBM presents a 
more process-oriented evaluation and evidence of the result or impact created by aid 
interventions (CIDA, 2000; Nagao, 2003). This can allow for greater involvement of 
local stakeholders in the evaluation process such as validating evaluation instruments 
and data collection methods. 
 
Capacity development is indispensable for advancing sustainability of international 
development projects (Development Assistance Committee [DAC], 2010a; Fukuda-Parr 
et al., 2002). The role of local stakeholders needs to be expanded to include the 
participation in decision making and implementation. Smith (2005) argues that such 
engagements can enhance commitment for implementing sustainable change. 
Strategically, capacity development is described as “the process by which people, 
organisations and society as a whole create, strengthen and maintain their capacity over 
time” (DAC, 2010a). This long-term process of interdependence between the 
multi-layers of capacity is associated with individuals, organisations, institutions and the 
broader society (JICA, 2006b; Mabuchi & Kuwajima, 2004). To initiate changes into an 
education system, capacity development of human resources, systems and institutions at 
all levels is required (DAC, 2010b). Similarly, the underlining concept of capacity 
development is relevant to the context of educational development, which needs to 
address the policies and organisational structures to support capacity development at 
both the education ministry and the school levels. Earl, Katz, and Watson (2003) note 
that policies can provide educational reform with legal frameworks and support 
measures that may influence resource allocation and the structure of educational 
systems to deliver sustainable reforms.  
 
In a large-scale educational reform project, an intermediate organisation structure such 
as education district offices, NGOs, and universities are often tasked with similar kinds 
of services. Building a school’s capacity includes building the teachers’ capacities, 
which requires motivation and effective school leadership. Therefore, different 
components of capacity development can be embedded in an educational system. 
Despite various terms, education reform projects must deal with different layers of 
capacity development in an educational system such as capacities of school, 
organisations (education districts, NGOs, universities and so forth) and a central 
Ministry of Education. These major entry points are crucial for embedding technical 
cooperation including evaluation practices and sustaining education reform 
(Hilderbrand, 2002). 
 
3. Theoretical and empirical rationales for a need of transformation to process 
evaluation    
3.1 Perspectives from program evaluation theories  
As a results of aid ineffectiveness international aid agencies are required to conform to 
strict project monitoring and evaluation reporting to satisfy a variety of stakeholders 
(Crawford & Bryce, 2003), which means attending to broader issues than previously 
covered (DAC Network on Development Evaluation, 2004). To adopt this broader 
approach, “process evaluation” has attracted attention as an alternative approach 
(Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Hashimoto, Pillay, & Hudson, 2008). Evaluation is 
generally regarded as "the systematic investigation of the worth or merit of some object" 
(The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 1981). However, Hong 
and Boden (2003), and Preskill, Zuckerman, and Matterhews (2003) claim that 
evaluation should include broader elements such as program processes for achieving the 
overall expected outcomes. The shift from assessing only outcomes of a program into 
examining the program process is reflected in a well-received taxonomy of program 
evaluation theories called “Foundational Models for 21st Century Program Evaluation” 
(Stufflebeam, 2000a). The taxonomy shows that six of the nine foundational models of 
evaluation feature involving participants in the process of evaluation. Thus, the 
literature on evaluation theories has regarded evaluating the process of a program as an 
indicator of a successful evaluation.          
 
Process evaluation is “an evaluation of the internal dynamics of implementing 
organisations, their policy instruments, their service delivery mechanism, their 
management practices and the linkages among these” (DAC, 2007, p. 30). Stufflebeam 
and Shinkfield (2007) argue that one of the two key objectives of process evaluation is 
to provide feedback to participants and to managers about the extent to which they are 
carrying out activities on schedule as planned, and the efficiency of these activities. The 
other key objective is to guide participants to determine evaluation procedures and 
purposes required for improving implementation plans. The crux of process evaluation 
is to involve project participants in making decisions on a project such as terminating a 
project if necessary. This type of evaluation examines distinct activities of a program 
that involve self-contained evaluation for each activity (Davidson, 2005; Patton, 1997). 
Patton (2004) further emphasizes that individuals or groups can change their thinking 
and behaviour through the evaluation process involvement. This practical evaluation 
process can assist to develop local evaluation capacity. As this process enables 
stakeholders to understand a program better, and bring further support and participation 
to the program (Stufflebeam, 2000b), it is likely to enhance local ownership of an 
educational development project. Consequently, the impact of the project is likely to be 
more sustainable as utilization of the evaluation mechanisms can be enhanced (Patton, 
1997; Preskill et al., 2003).  
 
In contrast, monitoring, which is commonly used in the aid industry and intertwined 
with process evaluation, has distinctive aspects. Monitoring is routine work to collect 
and provide information to serve for evaluation. It is generally conducted by the 
management and operational staff of a development project or program without 
involving a wide range of local participants (Independent Evaluation Group, 2007). The 
routine work is carried out only during the life of a project, since international aid 
agencies are interested in mainly measuring outputs achieved by their assistance 
(Bamberger, 2000; Independent Evaluation Group, 2007; Picciotto, 2003). 
Consequently, the practice of monitoring by an international aid agency seems not to 
last long after interventions conclude.   
 
3.2 Perspectives from empirical studies  
Some empirical studies have started exploring the potential of process evaluation for 
development projects in developing countries. The final evaluation for a Kenyan 
non-formal education project funded by JICA is an example. The project aimed at 
reducing poverty as to improve local people’s life in communities by changing their 
attitude and actions partly through vocational training and literacy programs 
(Minamoto,2007). NGO staff and local community people participated in the evaluation 
process. As a result of their participation, the evaluation for this project elicited both 
advantages and challenges pertaining to process evaluation. One of the advantages was 
that the local stakeholders were able to develop evaluation capacity, as they participated 
in all the phases of designing, collecting data, evaluating both outcomes and process, 
and making recommendations. Another advantage was that indicators set up by the 
stakeholders appeared relevant to the local context, and the evaluation’s 
recommendations seemed to be feasible as local stakeholder opinions were taken into 
consideration. However, the evaluation took longer than anticipated, local participants 
needed training to understand their potential involvement, and there were biased 
judgments by stakeholders. Minamoto (2007) purports that it is important to delegate 
responsibility to local stakeholders, and establish a bottom-up system so that local 
participants can join the evaluation process regardless of hierarchy of organisations. She 
also points out that an evaluator (or facilitator) for process evaluation should be hired to 
guide local participants and enhance the validity of process evaluation. Moreover, she 
emphasizes that evaluation should be internalized within an educational project. 
Minamoto’s recommendations confer with suggestions presented by Tanaka’s empirical 
study (2010) on participatory evaluation for a Philippines’ educational project.  
 
Another example is the JICA Mpumalanga Secondary Science Initiative Project in 
South Africa. This project succeeded in internalizing a monitoring system within the 
local education administration during the project, which is likely to function after the 
end of support by JICA (Nagao, 2006). The Department of Education in the 
Mpumalanga Province, in cooperation with JICA and University of Pretoria, 
implemented the project from 1999 to 2006. The main activity was retraining 
mathematics and science teachers to improve the quality of teaching in 540 secondary 
schools. The objective of the project was to establish a cascaded-chain training system 
focused on school-based in-service training (INSET). The motto of the project was 
“learn by doing.” Hence, the project designed the monitoring system simply not to 
collect information for an aid-agency-led conventional evaluation, but to conduct 
self-evaluations at each level of the educational administration viz: four layers of 
schools, district-level workshops, province-level workshops, and a steering committee. 
They provided regular evaluation reports to an educational group at a higher level to 
ensure transparency. For example, head mathematics and science teachers, as a 
coordinator of the school-based INSET, conducted training on-site, and submitted 
reports on the training activities. Principals of each school reviewed and presented the 
reports in a joint review exercise at a district-level workshop. Although it took time to 
build the cascaded-chain evaluation system in the educational administration, project 
evaluation internalized the system during implementation. The Department of Education 
in the Mpumalanga Province instituted a strategy to follow up on the evaluation system 
with University of Pretoria after the termination of assistance from JICA (Nagao, 2006).  
 
Those empirical studies suggest the potential of process evaluation for developing local 
evaluation capacity as well as keeping development assistance efforts in the long run. 
However, there are few well-documented related studies in the context of educational 
development (Minamoto & Nagao, 2006; Nagao, 2006). Most studies on evaluation 
with participatory approaches are not underpinned by evaluation theories but 
method-oriented (Miyoshi & Stenning, 2008). To evaluate an entire educational 
development process, how an evaluation framework should be formed remains a 
question. Moreover, evaluating invisible local capacity development created by 
educational assistance is yet to be unravelled (Mabuchi & Yokozeki, 2004). Therefore, 
there is a widely recognised gap in the literature.  
 
 
4.  The research study   
4.1 A case study of a JICA project in Egypt  
This study was designed and conducted to fill the gap in the literature as well as helping 
donor funded interventions, eliciting the views of various stakeholders in a JICA project 
in Egypt. The study examined two main questions to serve the purposes: (1) how can an 
entire educational development project be evaluated? and (2) how can the capacity 
development in educational reform be evaluated? Based on the findings of these two 
main research questions an evaluation framework for sustaining the impact of 
educational development is presented. The project reviewed in this paper was a 
three-year project, titled “the Project for Improvement of Science and mathematics 
Education in Primary Schools in Egypt.” This project produced teacher guidebooks and 
carried out teacher training using the guidebooks and introducing child-centered 
teaching methods. The project was implemented in collaboration with the National 
Centre for Educational Research and Development (NCERD), an affiliated educational 
research institute of the Egyptian Ministry of Education. 
 
This study adopted a case-study methodology as it can be separated out for research in 
terms of time, place, or some physical boundaries (Creswell, 2008). Separating the case 
was critical as there are ongoing education reform projects happening in Egypt. The 
procedure was guided by Yin’s (2003) model with the sequenced five steps. These steps 
were: (i) developing research questions; (ii) identifying the research assumptions; (iii) 
specifying research unit(s) of analysis; (iv) the logical linking of data to the 
assumptions; and (v) determining the criteria and interpreting the findings. The case 
study is convenient to illuminate the contextually-embedded evaluation process by 
using multiple data sources. This study used three data sources to triangulate the data. 
They were: i) the JICA evaluation reports on the project, ii) a survey questionnaire, and 
iii) interviews with stakeholders. To unravel the two main research questions, the 
following three sub-research questions were applied to these three data sources: (1) 
Who should be involved in the evaluation process? (2) When should the evaluation be 
conducted? (3) Why should the evaluation be conducted? These three questions 
provides a holistic understanding of the key players involved in making decisions, the 
rationale for the timing of the evaluation activities (investigates the assumption 
underpinning such timing) and, the justification of the evaluation actions. Such a 
holistic approach is consistent with Burns (2000) argument that case studies should 
consider constructs from multiple perspectives in order to develop a deeper and more 
complete understanding of the constructs.   
 
4.2 Participants  
Six different groups of stakeholders involved in the JICA project were selected 
purposively to participate. The participants included six JICA staff members, who had 
designed and implemented the project, four officials from the Egyptian Ministry of 
Education (MOE), 17 NCERD researchers, who played a central role in implementing 
the project, seven teachers who were working for the project pilot schools, and 50 
parents and four students. This study used archival documents, a questionnaire survey, 
and interviews. Archival documents were examined to determine the planning of 
existing project evaluations. The questionnaire survey was administered to all 
participants except students, as they were only interviewed since it was expected that 
they might have had difficulties answering the questions without detailed explanations. 
A total of 55 survey responses were collected from 4 JICA staff members, 4 MOE 
officials, 11 NCERD researchers, 5 teachers, 31 parents.  Finally, individual 
face-to-face interviews, group interviews, individual telephone interviews also aimed to 
address the two main research questions. Interviews were conducted in English and in 
Arabic through two interpreters. The two interpreters, who were Egyptian bilingual 
researchers in education, assisted the Japanese researcher to translate these Arabic 
interviews into English by cross-checking each other to ensure accuracy. This research 
applied a specific analytic technique called “pattern matching logic” (Yin, 2003, p. 116) 
to enhance its internal validity of the case study.   
 
5. Results   
The section will present the results of the study addressing the two main questions. First, 
it will deal with one of the main issues related to evaluation for sustainability identified 
in the empirical study for the whole reform project. Second, the results related to 
capacity development for sustainable evaluation practices will be presented.  
 
5.1 Evaluating a whole education reform project 
The data summarized in Table 1 shows how evaluation was perceived by the 
stakeholders based on the three sets of data. Archival documents kept at the JICA 
project office in Egypt indicated how the evaluation activities were planned in the 
design, whereas survey and interview data indicated how the project could have been 
evaluated during the project implementation for better understanding of evaluation 
processes for ensuring sustainable outcomes. These summaries are organised according 
to the three sub-research questions regarding who the evaluators should be, when are the 
best timing for conducting evaluation and reasons for why evaluation should be 
conducted.  
 
Evaluators 
When considering the overall project, the archival documents noted that the project had 
JICA itself as a sole evaluator. It has evaluation study teams composed of consultants 
from a Japanese university, a Japanese private sector representative, co-opted JICA staff 
from its headquarters in Tokyo and the Egypt office (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). 
Evaluation teams focused more on the success of the entire project from a project 
management perspective rather than the impact created by actual technical intervention 
activities such as students’ achievement in a test. JICA evaluation teams from Tokyo 
were deployed five times, three were for context evaluation teams related to a project 
design, a mid-term evaluation team and a terminal evaluation (ibid.). Mid-term and 
terminal evaluation teams did not conduct an extensive study, but retrospectively 
assessed improvement of the technical nature in teacher quality by just using data and 
records collected by the JICA experts based in Egypt, as part of their monitoring of daily 
activities (JICA, 2006a). Local participants were not involved in any of the data 
collecting processes for the above daily monitoring. As noted in the survey data 
presented in Table 1, the broader stakeholders, particularly those from the recipient 
country, recognized the importance of involving a variety of participants at different 
levels in the evaluative processes for educational projects was critical. Data from the 
survey showed that more than 75% of respondents claimed JICA, the central MOE, 
Egyptian educational institutes and local community were appropriate evaluators of 
educational projects. This view was supported by the interview data that a variety of 
project participants should take part in the evaluation, One interviewee said, “I think 
different participants at different levels should evaluate their own operations [self 
evaluation] and then we should evaluate the entire project considering the results of 
evaluation of each operation” (Central MOE Group1-1, group interview, 19 March, 
2007). Related to this point, some interviewees claimed that involving a diverse range 
of evaluators can increase transparency and objectivity of the evaluation. 
 Timing of evaluation 
Timing of evaluation activities is often dictated by the donor agencies requirements. 
Results from the JICA project documents, as noted above involved three context 
evaluations before the beginning of the project, one mid-term evaluation at the middle 
of the project’s period, and one terminal evaluation at the end of the project (JICA, 
2003, 2005, 2006a). However, survey data disclosed preference for continuous 
evaluation of the whole projects, including an evaluation post project completion. As 
can be seen in the survey summary presented in Table 1, more than 85% of the 
respondents valued regular ongoing self-evaluation by the project participants, 
particularly after the completion of specific activities. This contrasted with the periodic 
evaluations during the project’s life as per the JICA design documents. Results from the 
interview data further supported the importance of continuous evaluation from the 
beginning of the project and beyond the project’s timeline. One interviewee stated, “the 
evaluation should be carried out continuously even after the project finishes because 
activities of the project should ideally continue after the period of the project (an 
institutionalised evaluation system)” (Student 3, group interview, 15 March, 2007). 
Additionally, some interviewees claimed project evaluation should be conducted prior 
to the project as a situation analysis activity. Related to this notion of situational 
analysis one interviewee said, “a project needs to clarify what problem they face and 
what roles each player should play before the project starts, so that all stakeholders 
know what they should do” (JICA Expert 2, telephone interview, 5 May, 2007).  
 
Reasons for evaluation 
When investigating reasons why development projects should be evaluated, archival 
documents described the objectives of the three types of periodic evaluations. For each 
of these evaluations, the main objective was to discuss the project plan; design and 
procedures with the Egyptian authorities to ensure the project addressed the support 
requested by the Egyptian Government (JICA, 2003). Mid-term evaluation aimed to 
assess the progress made by the project with the number of activities already rolled out 
and to discuss any modifications to the original project plan and activities (JICA, 2005). 
The final evaluation assessed the project in achieving all the targeted interventions and 
discussed future cooperation (JICA, 2006a). Survey results show that 85% of the 
responded agreed that evaluation should be continuous (Table 1). These survey results 
confirmed that both process and consequent results of evaluation in educational reform 
projects should be utilized further to improve the project’s implementation and 
participants’ skills. The interview results were congruent with the results from both 
document analysis and survey data. Interview data revealed two main reasons for 
evaluation. One was to examine the benefit of the project, which is an inherent purpose 
of evaluation. The other one was to enhance local evaluation capacity by involving the 
project participants in the processes and utilizing the results of evaluation. One 
interviewee stated, “The findings will be utilized for what we (a project implementer) 
and teachers are going to do next. For example, teachers can make use of the feedback 
from evaluation and change their lessons accordingly” (JICA Expert 2, telephone 
interview, 5 May, 2007). Furthermore, these two main reasons from the interview data 
corresponded to the “means-end” conception of capacity development as one of the 
emerging paradigms in international development.  
 
5.2 Evaluating capacity development in education reform projects 
Local capacity development within the design and implementation of evaluations is a 
key topic of debate concerning education reform projects. The results from this study 
regarding the above topic are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. Table 2 deals with results 
from the archival documents and interview data, whereas Table 3 summarizes the 
survey data. As in the previous section discussions are cantered on the questions 
regarding evaluators, timings of evaluation and reasons for evaluation.  
 
Evaluators 
When undertaking an evaluation of reform projects, key stakeholders for such 
evaluation process need to be identified and their roles should be defined. The archival 
documents on the project showed that JICA did not pay adequate attention to engaging 
stakeholders of the three layers of educational organisations in the design and 
implementation of evaluation activities (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). However, the 
archival documents noted (Table 2) that the JICA evaluation teams evaluated capacity 
development including institutional aspects that may support and sustain the project’s 
activities when conducting its mid-term and terminal evaluation (ibid.). Furthermore, on 
a regular basis during the project’s implementation, JICA’s resident experts evaluated 
human resource capacities such as educational skills and knowledge of the pilot teachers 
and NCERD researchers acquired through the project activities (JICA, 2003, 2005, 
2006a). While NCERD researchers found that the pilot teachers’ performance improved 
due to the interventions no evaluation was undertaken to assess other supporting 
capacities, such as supporting polices to institutionalize new teacher practices during the 
project’s implementation. The survey data summarized in Table 3 note the need for not 
only international aid agencies, but also local project participants to form the evaluation 
team. Data also suggested that evaluators representing the three different layers of the 
educational organisational system should be part of the evaluative process. In particular, 
it should be noted that the majority of respondents indicated that each of the three layers 
of the educational system: namely schools, organisations and a central Ministry of 
Education should conduct self-evaluations as well as evaluating capacities of the other 
different levels. Regarding interview data, one interviewee commented on the 
self-evaluation:  
 
I think they can do it by self-evaluation . . . an implementing organisation for a project, 
needs to possess a variety of capacities such as knowledgeable, skilled and experienced 
staff, network, and equipment. We can check if it possesses the capacities by using an 
evaluation sheet with a list of the capacities (NCERD researcher group 3, group 
interview, 20 March, 2007).  
 
Data also alluded to a need to include another educational organisation or personnel at a 
different level as a process evaluator to increase transparency and authenticity of the 
self-evaluations In summary, to increase the chances of long term sustainability all three 
levels need to know what they are monitoring and supporting that contribute to the 
improvement of the education system 
 
Timing of evaluation 
Regarding timing of evaluating capacity development, one JICA document revealed that 
the JICA context evaluation team discussed capacities of the Egyptian Authorities to 
implement the project before the project started (JICA, 2003). Also, as seen in Table 2, 
JICA evaluation teams evaluated capacity development including institutional 
strengthening aspects to sustain the project’s activities when conducting its mid-term 
and terminal evaluations (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a). According to the reports, JICA 
experts based in Egypt also monitored skills and knowledge of the pilot teachers and 
NCERD researchers on a regular basis. Hence, it appears that JICA evaluated some 
administrative aspects while conducting periodic evaluations and monitored human 
resources at school and organisational levels during the project’s implementation. In 
addition, 75% of respondents considered that evaluation should be conducted regularly 
at all three layers of the educational organisations, from the beginning of the project to 
the end, and preferably continued by the project participants after completion of the 
project (Table 3). This possibly suggests that institutionalizing this capacity and process 
is crucial. The interview results indicated slightly different responses from that of the 
survey. Some interviewees suggested that evaluation of the capacity of the three layers 
should be done before a project starts, and monitored throughout the project as capacity 
building is an ongoing process and occurs even after the project ends—the capacity 
should be institutionalized. Other interviewees claimed that the evaluation should be 
conducted jointly at the times when JICA dispatches its evaluation teams. One 
interviewee stated:  
 
The project has its own aim and requirement; the aid agency selects organisations and 
schools to work with according to them. Then, once the project starts, the organisation 
needs to improve the capacities to meet the demands of the project as they work on. These 
changes can be evaluated during the implementing the project (NCERD researcher group 
1, group interview, 20 March, 2007).  
 Another interviewee emphasized that the capacities of the three layers of educational 
systems should be examined carefully before a project starts, saying, “these capacities 
should be pre-conditions to starting a project which are very much associated with the 
feasibility of a project” (JICA expert 2, telephone interview, 5 May, 2007).  
 
Reasons for evaluation 
As shown in Table 2, the documents analysis (JICA, 2003, 2005, 2006a) seems to 
suggest that the importance of developing evaluating capacity at the local level was yet 
to be recognized by JICA. Notwithstanding, JICA adopted sustainability as one of the 
JICA evaluation aspects; sustainability was evaluated in parallel with the project’s 
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and relevance (JICA, 2003). Despite evaluating human 
resource development, the project rarely examined other supporting aspects of 
administrative issues, which are part of essential capacity development to sustain the 
impact of a project. In contrast, results from the survey illustrate several common 
reasons to evaluate capacity of the three layers of educational system (Table 3). These 
reasons were to: utilize the evaluation results and processes, enable participants to 
conduct self-evaluation, establish an evaluation mechanism to sustain the project. These 
reasons were favoured by more than 85% of respondents regardless of which layers 
were represented. In summary, there is not only the need to assess the effectiveness of 
intervention in teacher quality improvement but also to develop national evaluation 
capacities and to establish appropriate mechanisms to sustain the project activities in the 
long-term. Interviewees commented about the entire capacity development irrespective 
of the three divided layers of the educational organisations. One interviewee 
underscored the importance of evaluating the local capacity, stating: “participants in the 
project may notice the importance of capacity development in terms of educational 
administration and management. But, in order to explain the capacity development 
externally, we need collected data and materials related to the capacity to show” (JICA 
staff, face to face interview, 19 March, 2007).  
 
6.  Discussions 
Results above show common responses to the two main questions in terms of evaluators, 
timings of evaluation and reasons for evaluation. Results suggest that an aid agency and 
authorities of an aid recipient such as ministry of education, as the most responsible, 
should be engaged in evaluating the success of an entire project. However, a common 
point in evaluating the entire project and capacity development is importance of 
adopting a participatory evaluation approach which involves three different layers of 
educational organisations in an educational system. Concerning common ground related 
to timing of evaluation, the employment of a continuous evaluation is highlighted. This 
type of evaluation starts from the designing phase of a project and continues even after 
the termination of the project. During the project, the evaluation practice is expected to 
take root in an educational system of the aid recipient country and to function as an 
institutionalised evaluation mechanism in a long-term. Common reasons for evaluation 
are two purposes. Evaluation should be aimed at both evaluating the effectiveness of the 
project and developing national evaluation capacities. This section will synthesise and 
discuss the common responses to the main questions under emergent themes derived 
from this study, which are context, outcome and process evaluation. The discussions will 
also link them with the paradigm shifts in international development. As a result, an 
evaluation framework for sustaining the impact of an educational development project 
will be presented.  
       
6.1 Outcome evaluation  
The results showed that in project evaluation assessing outcomes is necessary for 
determining the success of an educational reform project. This is supported in the 
literature on program evaluations, which highlights the need to measure the merit, 
worth, or value of a program or a project as the main purpose (Dykeman, MacIntosh, 
Seaman, & Davidson, 2003; Scriven, 1991). The outcome evaluation for an educational 
project often is directed at the compliance requirements of the project by the 
international donor agencies’ internal accountability (Bamberger, 2000; Picciotto, 
2003). This exercise is useful and it can also support the RBM for the result-driven 
implementation and management of a program or project (UNFPA, 2006). Additionally, 
other reasons noted in the results were to: (i) provide feedback to project participants 
about the effectiveness of interventions in achieving the planned outcomes (ii) verify 
any contextual issues related to intended outcomes that may have changed since the 
commencement of the project, and (iii) enhance national evaluation capacity. The 
mid-term evaluation for the project was designed to address (i) and (ii) noted above, 
coupled with measuring the effectiveness of the overall project (JICA, 2005; 2006a). 
These two reasons overlapped with the purpose of context evaluation that will be 
discussed below. In addition, enhancing national evaluation capacity concurs with 
changing evaluation policies of international aid agencies (DAC, 2005).  
 
To undertake outcome evaluation for the entire project, the results from the case study 
showed that JICA played a major role in evaluating outcomes of the entire project 
during a project’s implementation (JICA, 2006a). To date, most of these whole project 
evaluations are dictated by the international aid agencies (Nagao, 2006) as was the case 
with JICA project in Egypt. Aid agencies are the sponsors of projects and evaluations 
(Bamberger, 2000) and have been required to increase transparency and accountability 
of their interventions (JICA, 2004a; World Bank, 2004). Hence, while aid agencies’ 
engagement in evaluating the success of a whole project is necessary; this should not be 
at the expense of developing local evaluation capacity.  
 Outcome evaluation should include local participant involvement for evaluating a 
project since they are the end users. Results indicated that the central Ministry of 
Education, the local educational institutes, representatives of local community (such as 
Parent-Teacher Association) and teachers should be participants in the process of 
evaluating the outcome of the whole project, which can encourage local ownership. 
Local stakeholders should not be seen as informants or discussants but rather as 
evaluators working jointly with aid agencies so that can appreciate the success and 
failure of achieving the objectives. Indeed, Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2004) 
argue that modern evaluation needs to be responsive to a range of local needs. However, 
it is difficult for a single source such as an aid agency to have the capacity to meet all 
the needs for a comprehensive evaluation model. That is why evaluation needs to 
involve various participants at different level (Stufflebeam, 2000). This is expected to 
enhance national evaluation capacity leading to improved project outcomes. Results 
supported the use of an external evaluator who in collaboration with the internal 
evaluators of the project can undertake a macro level evaluation of the project (this 
could be nominees from an individual consultant from an aid donor country or local 
project participants). External evaluators can negate internal biases and add rigor to 
determining the evaluation outcomes (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004). However, given limited 
human resources, both aid donor and recipient countries may need to nurture and 
strengthen the capacity of formal evaluators.  
 The stakeholders’ views about when to undertake outcome evaluations varied widely 
however, the latest evaluation guideline of DAC (DAC Network on Development 
Evaluation, 2008) one of the most influential organisations for setting norms and 
standards on evaluating development projects—urges aid agencies to conduct the 
evaluation in a time-bound manner using specific indicators for assessment. However, 
the recipient country has on-going day to day activities of the government machinery 
that has its own timeline and expectation. Nutbeam and Bauman (2006) also point out 
that if the emphasis on assessing the outcomes of a project is replaced by a focus on the 
process of implementation, this may help institutionalization and solicit the support of 
the recipient country stakeholders. Hence, local periodic outcome evaluators by the 
central Ministry of Education should institutionalize part of the evaluation practice 
(know-how) within the implementing organisational units in the local educational 
system (Segone, 2006).  
 
6.2 Context evaluation  
Archival documents revealed that context evaluation assesses local needs and problems 
to be addressed, cultural, political and financial issues, assists to design a project and 
sets objectives before the initiation of an educational project. This is an important aspect 
of project/program evaluation which is supported by Stufflebeam (2000; 2004). He 
argues the need for context evaluation or an in-depth feasibility study as a prerequisite 
for designing and planning a project. Such a study examines the relevance of the project 
in order to start providing assistance (JICA, 2004a). In addition, the results of context 
evaluation can provide useful information for judging the planned outcomes of the 
project. Context evaluation is usually aligned with both outcome evaluation and process 
evaluation (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Strategically, JICA dispatched its context 
evaluation study teams three times so as to cover and assess all the above aspects before 
the project was launched (JICA, 2003).  
 
Findings from JICA evaluation documents suggested an appraisal of the context 
evaluation and the assumption used for the design, soon after the project commences 
can be useful to verify adequacy of original objectives and activities of the project and 
to modify them accordingly (JICA, 2005; 2006a). Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) 
claim that context evaluation after the initiation of a project is often implemented in 
combination with other evaluation aspects such as outcome and process evaluations. 
This coincides with the results that context evaluators can be carried out by an 
international aid agency, a central Ministry of Education or a participating educational 
institute or a combination of all of the above. This is because they can make decisions 
about the scale and parameters of a project (see also Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). 
In addition, some of the results noted that more local stakeholders such as 
representatives of local community are needed to join the evaluation to make their voice 
heard because after all they are the beneficiaries. This engagement of various 
stakeholders in dialogues throughout the project from the project design phase may 
enable their opinions and interests to be considered for designing and implementing a 
more effective project (House & Howe, 2000).  
 
6.3 Process evaluation  
The major results from the interview and survey data indicated that purposes for 
evaluating development were mainly two fold. The first purpose was to measure the 
progress and effectiveness of an entire education development project for its compliance 
and accountability to agreed objectives. The second purpose was to improve the 
national capacity for evaluating educational projects. Both purposes concur with the 
objectives of process evaluation as noted in the literature. In this study, a primary focus 
of process evaluation was to measure effectiveness of a project, that is, not only the 
project outcomes but also the process of achieving the outcomes—the extent to which 
the project has conducted activities as per the original plan (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 
2007). Another focus was determining project participants’ acquisition of evaluation 
skills and knowledge, and conducting the evaluation activities leading to improving the 
project’s implementation (e.g., see Patton, 2004; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). To 
achieve the above two objectives of process evaluation, the findings showed that 
schools, organisations and central ministry of education should all be considered as 
potential evaluators representing the three different levels of an educational system. 
However, the results showed that a central and regional Ministry of Education and 
educational organisations were recognized as evaluators of the entire capacity 
development as per the JICA project. Whereas, the empirical data indicated that more 
teachers and local representatives at a school level should also take part in evaluating 
daily activities related to capacity development. There was a need for adopting a 
systematic participatory evaluation approach involving individuals and groups at the 
different levels of an educational system, which was central to process evaluation. This 
way, individuals or groups engaged in the evaluation practice come to understand the 
program itself as well as the evaluation practices by asking questions, determining value, 
having self reflection, and making dialogues with other stakeholders. As a result, local 
evaluation capacity and the program ownership can be enhanced (Ishida, 2007; 
Minamoto & Nagao, 2006). Additionally, the evaluation can trail the process of inputs 
and outputs so that it may be able to locate plausible correlations between them for the 
RBM. Notwithstanding the strengths of process evaluation, some suggestions in the 
results recognized the importance of engaging a process evaluator because such an 
evaluator can provide an objective review and advice to the self-evaluators at different 
levels to increase rigor and accuracy of the evaluation. In this regard, Stufflebeam and 
Shinkfield (2007) caution that the linchpin of a sound process evaluation is employing 
skilled people which may be a challenge in the aid recipient country.  
 Perhaps the most interesting result was that the participants preferred evaluation to 
continue from the beginning of a project to post project completion. However, as 
discussed above, project evaluations intervened by an aid agency always finish when 
the project is terminated (Development Assistance Committee [DAC] Network on 
Development Evaluation, 2008), as was the case with the JICA evaluation for the 
Egyptian project. For this reason, Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) suggest that 
process evaluation assess daily actions by local participants in the field to enhance the 
local evaluation capacity during the project. Such daily involvement of the local 
participants increases the chances if the practice being readily and widely adopted by 
the local participants at the end of the project (Nutbeam & Bauman, 2006). This allows 
the project to either institutionalize the evaluation practice as a new nationally-owned 
evaluation system (Nagao, 2006) or align their assistance with the existing national 
evaluation systems and develop an integrated evaluation system (Segone, 2006). Hence, 
the practice and culture of process evaluation should be nurtured during the life of 
educational projects and be institutionalized locally. This has the potential to sustain the 
impact of projects.  
 
6.4 A conceptual evaluation framework for sustaining the impact of educational 
development projects 
Results in this study noted three types of evaluations that emerged as key themes. 
Figure 1 captures the interrelationship between these themes as an evaluation 
framework for sustaining the impact of educational development projects. The 
illustration in Figure 1 starts with context evaluation prior to an educational reform 
project in order to design and plan the project linking with three layers (school, 
organisations and a central Ministry of Education) in an educational system. Context 
evaluation can inform both outcome and process evaluations as a basis for judgment for 
determining the success of the project, as well as assessing daily activities. Once the 
project is launched, the process evaluation for each activity at the three layers of 
capacity in the educational system begins—this is not well addressed in current project 
designs and implementation. In addition, periodical outcome evaluations re-examine the 
progress of activities assessed by process evaluation. Since the outcome and process 
evaluations aligned to the project funded by an international aid agency stops when the 
project is completed. Some of the practice of context and outcome evaluation, and much 
of process evaluation is expected to remain as an institutionalized evaluation system in 
the local educational system in the hope of the lasting impact of the project in a 
long-term period. 
 
7.  Conclusion 
The conventional monitoring and evaluation for educational development projects do 
not appear to address sustainability of a project beyond its life time. As paradigm shifts 
occurred in international development as a consequence of aid ineffectiveness, 
evaluation practices for educational development is also required to change. Results 
from this study and current literature indicated that paradigms should shift from 
outcome-focused evaluation currently dominated by international donor agencies to 
process evaluation conducted largely by local participants but also supported by donor 
agencies. Process evaluation involves different layers of participants in the evaluation 
processes from the designing phase of an educational development project, so that they 
can not only acquire and improve evaluation skills, but also understand more about the 
projects. The practice needs more time to take hold in an educational system and is 
subject to personal views. However, process evaluation is expected to lead towards 
improving national evaluation capacity as a whole, being locally institutionalized. 
Therefore, this study concludes that the devised evaluation framework with process 
evaluation can be an approach for sustaining the impact of educational development in 
developing countries.  
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 Figure 1: A Conceptual Evaluation Framework for Educational Development Projects 
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